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Proteist of agency's refusal to extend date for receipt of
proposals is dismissed where protester did not request a copy
of solicitation until 9 days before proposals were due, even
though solicitation was synopsized in the Commerce Business
Daily nearly 2 months before, and issued 1 month before, the
closing date.

DICISION ~

National Medical Staffing, Inc. (NMS) protests the agency's
failure to extend the date for receipt of proposals under
request for proposals (RFP) No. 246-91-R-0012, issued by the
Department of Health and Human Services for dentist services
at the Oklahoma City Area Indian Health Service.

We dismiss the protest.

The yaencya' advises ds that the REP was synopsized in the
Commerce Business Daily (CBD) on March 22, 1991, and was
issued on April 16. Proposals were to be submitted by close
of business on May 15, NMS states that it saw the CBD
synopsis and requested a copy of the RFP on May 6, and then
received the RFP on May 15, the closing date. NMS requested
a 30-day extension of the closing date. When that request was
denied, NMS filed this protest, alleging that, due to the
agency's delay in furnishing the RFP, the closing date should
be delayed 30 days.

Where a protester contends that the agency allowed
insufficient time for preparation of proposals, we require a
showintg that the time allowed was inconsistent with statutory
requirements or otherwise unreasonable or insufficient, or
that it precluded full and open competition. Ca!!gjDe;ense
Support Co., B-240477, Aug. 3, 1990, 90-2 CPD I00.



NMS asserts that the agency's 9-day delay in furnishing the
RFP after NMS' request As the reason additional proposal
preparation time should be provided, In fact, however, NMS1'
receipt of the REP is directly attributable to its failure to
request the RFP until more than 6 weeks after it was
synopsized in the CBD. In this regard, NMS wac on
constructive notice of the procurement from the March 22 CBD
notice and thus should have been aware of the existence of the
RFP at a much earlier date, even before the solicitation was
issued on April 16. See U.S. Elevator Corp., B-241712,
Mar. 5, 1991, 91-1 CPD U 245.

As NMS' inability to prepare a proposal by the closing date
thus appears to have been due to its own failure to maite
reasonable efforts to obtain a copy of the RFP rather than
any improper action by the agency, we have no basis to
conclude that the agency's refusal to extend the closing date
was improper. See Cajar Defense Support Co., B-240477, supra.

The protest is dismissed.
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